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ABSTRACT 

Analyzing ^elected data on North CSft)lina' singed 
population (65 and over) , this report utilizes 0,S* Census figures, 
providing tabular data on the migration -of the aged and the • 
distribution of the aged population by residence in North Carolina 
and the U.S. and by North Carolina counties (rural <and urban places). 
Major findings reveal that North Carolina: (1) contains smaller 
proportions of the aged than the nation as a whole; (2) ^belongs in a 
group of 31 states in which the rural population contains a higher 
proportion of those aged 65 and over than does the urban; (3) has an 
aging population that lags behind that of the O.S,; (4) has 34 
counties with centers of less than 2,500; (5) has a higher propottion 
of the aged in urban sectors -of less .than 25,000; (6) has a variance 
in the proportions of the aged. in urban sectors of more than 25,000; 
(7) l^ks, like the U.S., a strong tendency for places of 1,0*00 to 
2,500 to coiitain the largest proportions of aged peoplef (8) has a 
proiioctional distribution of aged lowest in the rural-nonf arm areas, 
intermediate in the urban areas, and highest on farms; (9) has more 
females than males in srfall places; (10) has a larger proportion of 
females in the rural population.; and (11) has experiencecl a net gain 
of 12,000 elderly as a result of migration and hafe had more elderly 
female immigrants than male during the 1960--70 decade • (JC) 
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•* FOREtJORD' 

A central fact about our society is the increasing proportion 
of aged people. It Is likely that this situation ^1 continue 
for some time. Whether or not:^this process of aging constitutes^ 
or constitute a problem depends on the planning of responsible 

individuals and agencies. In order to have effective planning, an 
adequate data base is essential. This report presents selected 
data on the aging of North Carolina's population. Hopefully, this 
mil be of use to many individuals in both the public and private 
sectors of the state xiho are actively interested in social an^ 
economic conditions generally, and more specifically in the elderly. 

-^he publication by T. Lynn Smitii and D. G. liarshalf on Wisconsin 
population providea some of the seminal ideas which are incorporated 
in this report! We xTOuld like to express our appreciation to 
Dr. Selz C. Mayo, Head, Dr. R.^ David Mustian, and Dr. A: Clarke Davis 



of the Department of Sociology and Anthropology for reading and 
providing helpful suggestions for the final draft of this report. 

This is another in a series of reports based on 1970 census 
data describing and analysing patterns of population change for 
IJorth Carolina. 
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HORTH CAROmiA'S ELDERLY POPULATION: A DISTRIBUTIOML mAUSl$ 



^William. B. Clifford 6ar.y L. Faulkner 

' _ IKTRODUCTION 

Recent changes in the age structures of modern so*"ieties have 
been draiaatic. Of particular importance is the increase, both 
absolutely and rej.ativ^ly, in the number of aged persons, Thid! 
fundamental change in pbpulation composition constitutes what 
demographers refer to as the aging process. The present report 
focuses on the aging of population in HortK Carolina and the 
United States. \ 

(There are three factors recognised-^s contributing to the 
ptocess aging. The first is the control of^ infectious diseases 
that has occurre^d in recent , times. This, along ijith better living 
conditions 5 has improved one^s chances for a longer life as well as 
increased 'the average life e^cpectaucy. The second is the declining 
fertility talcing place in industrial societies. A decrease in the 
number of children born results in a smaller proportion of young 
and a concomitant larger proportion of elderly. The third factor 
is migration. It lias a dual effect in that aging of population 
tends to be increased in the area of origin and decreased 4n ^the 
area of destination due to the fact ^*hat migration tends to be 
selective of youngj persons. 

The aging of a population may affect the social and economic 
milieu of an area. A variety of conditions have been associated---- 
tri. th aging including high death rates, lot; birth and marriage rates 
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low per capita income, less ecptiomic productivity, economic dependency 
and increased conservatism to name a £m* Of course 5 tmether or not 

> ■- ~ ii 

.the aged constitute 21 problem «^epetMs not only on their number and^ 
physical condition but also on their social situation. 

Problems arising from a large proportion of inhabitants over the 
age ox 65 are likely to differ from area tb area. In addition, the 
adjustments of ^ communities in terms of proi^iding effective planning ^ 
and adequate facilities foit? the elderly x?ill also vary. Ih order f or ^ 
these concerns to be ef fei::tively^appx*oaChed, an adequate data base ' 
is necessary. Of critical * importance 5 at least initially, is the 
ne^d for information on the migratt^n and settlement patterns ot the 
aged* This report attempts to provide such data* 

The report is divided into four makjor sectdonsT The first 
section presents an analysis of the re^^idential distribution of the 
elderly in the United States and ilorth Carolina. 0 These comparative 
materials are included to assess ITorth Carolina's positioft l:^|.ative 
to the nation as a whole. The second section midertalces a more 
-^detailed analysis of the pattern in tjhich the aged population of 



North Carolina is residentially distributed. County level data are 
included in*this part. In the third section,^ coiSsideration is given 
to the migration patterns o£ the elderly in ilorth Carolina. Again,, 
county level data are presented. The final section is a suaimary of 
the main findings and conclusions. 
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TIE DISTRIBUTLOH OF THE AGED PDPITIATIOH BY RESIDENCE 



ixi^m^n cAROLim Aib the ui^ited mkms 

... ^ 'f 

> this section considiration^is given ^to the aged populations^ 

of the dnii^c&jStates air^^ Berth Oarolina. Or p,-^rticular interest 
for comparative purposes is the pattern in uhich t;he elderly ate ^ . 
distributes by residence. I|i addition, some attiention tjill be 
given to t|;ie se:: composition of the agedt populations as vjell as the 
his*^rical trend Jn a^inc of population, . 

blstxfbutipn of the Anejd : An Overyieij 
The ]?hra^ ^'acing of population/* is used to-^di^note an 
incr^^^e tn pae proportion of the pomlation^ classified in the age 
Sroa^^65 and over. In this sense, the aging of the populations of^^ 
both Horifh Catolina thp United States has increased rather 

, Golisistently since 1C70, but the agin^ c* Horth Carolina's population 

I ' . " r 

has tended to lag behind that oi the United States. (See Table 1.) 

However, the gap between Hoxth Carolina ai^ United States is narrowing 

such that.^one out of tuelve, per sons iriKorth Carolina van above C5 , 

^ ■ ' ■ )i * - 

vear^ of age in comparison to one in every ten in the United States 

i|^ 1970. - . ' ' }' 

Since 1920 those xiho had reached 63 years of age made up slight!]?- ,^jf . 
hxgher propdrtlons ol the rural, population of llorfch Carolina than 
they did,. the p<jpulation of the state ^^as a vliom. Only in 1960, t/aD ^ 
the proportion of the aged not higher in rurals. sections tnan^ in the 
overall population of the state. ^ mt\ at no time ha^ the dxiirerence 
been of anv great uiaonitude. ^ ^s.^^ 
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'TABLE 1. IJU^ER AND PERCENT OF PERSONS AGED 65 AND OVER IN THE 

UNITED ^STATES, NORTH CAROLINA AND RURAL NORTH CAROLllJA, 
■ /" ■• 1S70-1970 - • ■ ' , 



Population Aged 



Percent of Population 

65 - Over ^ 



Year 


United 

States 


All 

North. 
Carolina 


Rural . 

North 

Carolina 


United 
States 


All 

North 

Carolina 


■ ■ f 

Rtlral 
North 
Garolinj 


1870 


. -P— - 

1,153,649 


"34,279** 


(a) 


3.0 


3.2** 


(§) 


1860 ' 




. 47,220** 


(a) 


3.4 


3.4** 


(a-) 


1890 


2,4i7,28C 


^ 57,341»*«v 


(a) 


..3.9 


3.5** 


(a) 


1900 


3,080,498 


\ 66,143** 


(a). 


4.1 


3.5** 


(a) 


1910 


3,949,524 


77,638** 


Xa) 


4.3 


.3.5** 


(a) 


1920 . 


4 i 933, 215 


o 98,716^'^ 


83^241** 


4.7 


379^^ 


4.0** 


1930 


6,633,85s 


ai5,671** 


90,957^v* 


. 5.4 


3.6** 


.3.9** 


1940 


.9,019,314 


156,540 ^ 


116,783 


6.9 


4.4. 


4.5 


1950* 


12,256,856 


225,297 


151,416 


C • 2 


5.'5 


5.6 


1960* 


16,559,580 


312,157 


190,342 


9.0 


" $.9 ■ 


6.9 


1970* 

4K> 


20,101,874 


414,249 


231,031 


9.9 


- 3.2 


8.3 



(a) Not Available 

* NetJ definition of rural and urban 
^ EKcluding tKbse not rep<^rted 



> The 1970 census of population reported a' total dflf 414,249 persons^ 
aged 65 and over in Horth Carolina, a figure equal to 8.2 percent of 
the population of the state. Of. this total, 231,031 of the elderly \ . 
neve reported as residing in the rural areas. Since the entire rural 
population of Hortu Carolina as reporte^ by the^same census ms 
2,796,530, one ^..er son out of ttmlve (8.3 percent) of those living In 
the epen country, small tomV, or on farms had passed their 65th : 
bl^rthday, a proportion roughly equal to^that In the urban areas. ^ 
Furthermore, in 1070 ^ the proportion of the elderly tni^rural North 

Carolina was lov/er than in the United states as a whole (9.9 percent) 

% - . 

or in the rural sections of the nation (10*1 percent) • 



North Carolina' s posifeidii in th& natii^u uith i-espect to the ^ 
aging of the populAMon is illustrated by means o£ a map prepared by 

the U, S. Bureau^ of fehe Cetjaus. (S|e Figure 1). It slmm, for tbe\^ 

^ ' i ^ . ' ' ' - ' " >. . ^ ' 

year 1970^ on a county basis,, the variations throughout the^natibn in 

>' " " « ^ ' •\ ^ 

the percentage of the ^^popuiatiou in the ages S5, and over, E::cept for 
the striking concentration of the aged iti PollcCtpunt^y^and 1;heir 
relative tjcarcity in Cumberland ^nd Ouslou counties, ilorth Carolina 
4::hibit^ the pattern that!!| prevails, throughout the southern region 
and much of the Rocky ilountain area. This is to^ say that the great 
majority of its counties contain proportions of ^fehose in the advanced 
ages that are belot/ the national average. , , | ? 

oaie fact that Horth Carolina contains "lotier proportions of the 
aged tWn the nktion as a uhole deserves jsoute additional coxmiaent* In 
1.970 the proportiotis of those aged §5 and over nere 8.2 and 9^9 itx 
Ilort^i Carolina and the United States;; respectively* If Horth Carolina 
had contained precisely the^ same proportion of , ,the elderly aq did the 
general population, ±c ruLcht be . said to have had e2:actly its pro rata 
share pf the elderly.'^ Hoi^ever, the percentages ju^t given indicate >^ 
that in 1970 Ilorth CaroliftI contained otilY S3 percent of its pro' rat 
share of the nation's elderly. Alfeo, the concentration of aged males 
in the state is somev/hat lesa than that of aged^fepairaj since the 

„\ 

neaninc of pifo tata share can be illustrated in the folxot?ing 
rmner, If Horth Carolina had a disproportionate ntimber of elderly, , 
the inde:: t;ould vaxj above or belot; 100. A number smaller than 100 
indicates a smaller proportiffn than the national average, ahd a larger 
pi^oportion^ if the in^ex is ^bove 100. The proportion of the aged fo^ 
t^e nation is set at the inde:: level of ^100* | 



FiGURt I OLDER AMERICA5IS" BY COUNtilS 
OF. THE UNITED STATES: 1970 
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indices for the sexes indicate that Horth Carolina had in 1970, 
31 percent oZ its pro rata share of all the men in the United 'StatetD 
aged 65 and over^ and 84 percent of its proportionate share of the 
females of corresponding ages^ " - ^ 

If attention ia* focused oxi urban and rural, portions of the 

i 

populatiod^, it becomes ^readily apparent that uh^n the states are 
arranged according to the 'relati\^s importance 'of the aged in those 
portions 'of the population, Horth Carolina ranlts in the botto© ht^l£_. 
of „ the list.. Table 2 shmm that the proportion 6f the elderly, 65 ^ 
and over , in rural Horth Carolina is erxeeded by- those of the rural 
poE^ulations of 3S states. Moreover, 35 stal^es e::ceed Hortli Carolina 
in their proportiona of elderly living in urban areas. It is evident 
that ilorth Carolina has a comparatively younger population than the^ 
iBaJt^ity of states?. This lb farther indicated bj^'^'the liroportions 
of elderly residing in urban and rural areas for the United States; 
as a x^hole: * ' ^ 

Urban ^lural "^ 
United States 9.S% / 10.1% 

north Carolina 8.0% %J^^% 

Furthermore, Korth Carolina iiD in the group_ of 31 states in 
T/hich the rur§l population contains a higher proportion of those 
aged 65 and ox^er than does the urban pSpuIatimi. There tjere 16 states 
in \7hich the reverse iids true, leaving three states (Indiana, Montana 
and So^th Carolina) ^;ith no rural-urban differential. It is interest 
to note that in 1960 in, only 35 states ms the proportion of those 65 
and *over %lgher in rural areas than^ urban areas. Perhaps a trend 



toward greater and/or faster aging o£ population is occurring in rural 
than urban areas. The data also indicate that the states in which the 
aged population is concentrated in the rural areas are generally 
located in the north central, Md-xjestern and the southern regions of 
the United States. Regions in which individuals 65 and over are 
proportionatel}^ over-represented in the urban poj>ulatipnv are located a 
.the northeastern section of tlie nation. The x/estem region of the 

country is relatively equally divided as to urban-rural dominance. It 

* ■ - ^'-^ " 

should be noted, hot/ever, that there are erxeptions to these basic 

■ - ' J) " ^ 

patterns* / 



TABLE 2. PERCENT OF PERSONS AGED 65 AND OVER FOR IbE UiaTED STATES 
MD EACH STATE BY RURAL-UREAH RESIDENCE,., 1970 



States In^Uhicli 
the Proportion 
Has Highest in 
Urban Areas 



Percent of the 
Population 
Ap.ed65 - Over 



Urban Rural 



Percent of the 
Population 
ARed 65 -jOfer 



States in Which 
the Proportion 
lias Highest in 
Rural Areas 



Urban Rural 



United States 



9.8 10. 1#^' 



Me tr £ng;land State s 

Maine - ^^^} 

Vermont 11.8 10 * 2 

Massachusetts 11.6 8.C 

Rhode Island 11.^ 10.0 

Wet/ Hampshire 10,9 10.3 

Connecticut 10 . 1 7 . S 

Iliddle At lantic States 



Pennsylvania 




11.4 


9.4 


New Jersey 


9.7 


10.1 


Mew York ' 




11.0 


9.5 








East North Central 


States 












1' 

Ohio 




9.6 


' 8.8 


Wisconsin 


10.5 


11.2 


Indiana 




9.5 


9.5 


Illinois 


9.6 


' 11.0 








Ilichigan 


8.5 


8.6 


IJest North Ceniral 


States 




















HebraBlca 


11.1 


14.5 


'J 








Kansas 


10.6 


14.3 










tlissouri 


11.3 


13.6 










South Dakota 


11.0 


13.0 










loTja 


12.1 


12.8 










North Dalcota 


9.0 


12.2 










liinnesota 


10. r 


11.9 



inn 4 



TABIE 2. (continued) 
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States in Ilhich 
the Proportion 
Has Highest in 
Urban Areas 



Percent of the 
Population 
Aj^ed 65 - O/er 



Urban Rural 



Percent o£ the 
i Population 
A^ed 65 - Over 



States in TJhich 
the Proportion 
TJas Highest in 
Rural Areas 



Urban Rural 



South Atlantic States 

Florida 
Hest Virginia 
South Carolina 



East South Central States 



Hest South Central States 



Mountain States 

Idaho / 
Uyoming / 
Arizona^ 
Montana 











* 


14.9 


13 e 2f 


Virsinia 


7.1 


9.3 


12.3 


10.4 


Delax7are 


7.6- 




7.4 


7.4 


Georgia 


/ .o 








North Carolina 


o.U 


O.J 






ilaryland 


/ .J 


o. 1 






Kentucky 


10.2 


10.9 






Mississippi 


9A 


10.6 






Tennessee 


9.5 


10.3 






Alabama 


9.2 


10.0 


« 




k 

Oklahoma 


ro,9 


13.4 






Arkansas 


12.1 


12. S 






Te^tas 


CO 


• 12.3 






Louisiana 


8.3 


o • o 


10.2 


0.6 


Colorado 


8.A 


8.6 


9.5 


8.5 


Utah 


7.1 


8.2 


9.2 


9.0 


Mev; IIe:dco 


6.8 


7.5 


9.9 


9.9 


Hevada 


G.2 


6.6 



Pacific 



Oregon 
Washington 



11.4 
9.G 



9.7 
9.0 



California 
Hawaii 

Alaska 



9.0 
5,4 
2.0 



9.6 
7.7 
2.5 
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Dxstributidn of the Aged in Major Residential Categories 



The pattern in xvrhich the aged populations df the United St*:e8 

and North Carolina are distributed among the- various residential 

categories exhibits some similarities as v;ell as soia!s^ontrapts» Of 

particular concern for comparative purposes are six major size of placef 

categories, namely: 

(1) The central cities of 50;C00 or more inhabitants 

t/hich "constitute the '^urbanised areas** as designated 
by the census^ 

,.(2) '^th^^fringes,** that is the reroaining portions of these 
urbanized areas* 

(3) places of 10,000 or more inhabitants apart from any 
urbanized area* 

(4) places of 2^500 to 10,000 inhabitants; 

(5) rural places having bet^feen l.OQO and 2,500 inhabitants;: 
and I 

(G) , all other rural territory. 
For the United States collectively, in 1970 the proportion of the 
population G5 years o| age and over varied among these categories as 
follotjs: central cities, 10.7 percent* urban fringe, 7.6 percent; 
places of IO3OOO or more, 10.3 percent; places of 2,500 to 10,000, 
12,2 percent* rural places of 1,000 to. 2,500, 13.6 perqeiit; and other 
rural, 9,6 perc^ent. ; (Table 3) It should be noted that this national 
pattern merely .consists o£ the averages of vastly differing arrangements 
found throughout the country. 
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The Hortli Carolina pattern is net greatly different from the 
natipnal average. In the state, places o£ 1,000 - 2,500 contain the 
highest proportions of old people, closely rivaled by places of 2,500 - 
10, 000 » and the urban fringe ranics loTjest. (Table 4)' CeYitral cities 
and places of 10,000 and ox^er are identical in the proportions of 
old people classified as residins in these areas and the "other rural" 
class raakB jutt below them. Moreover, the propojcticn of elderly 
ill the ''urban fringe*' in 1970 (3.5 percent) was less than half that 
(10.1 percent) of all inhabitants In places having populations 
betvjeen 1,000 and 2,500. Coverall, the Horth Carolina pattern is 
very similar to that prevailins in^the United States as a xjhole 
e::cept that the level the percentaoes reach in North Carolina are 
tjell below the levels in the United States. That is to say, the 
proportions of elderly in each residential category for the .entire 
country e!:ceed those for the state. 

Some contrasts are apparent t?hen considering the three ciajor 
^^sidential categories, urban, rural-nonfarm and rural-farm. The 
proportion of the elderly is lowest in the rural -nonf arm territory 
iu ilorth Carolina and in the urban areas in the entire country, 
Intenaediate in urban areas in Itorth Carolina and rural-nonfariB 
areas of the United States and highest of all on the farms in both 
Itorth Carolina and the Uriited States \4s a whole. Although the data 
are tiot presented it xan be det!ue<=d that in the state of Horth Garoliaa 
the proportion of elderl;? in places under i;000 is lotjer than that 
in the saae slse category la the United Statiis. 
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THE DISiraBUTIOK OF THE AGED IH HORTH CMOLIM COUMIES 




aged -population % distributed among Horth Carolina* s counties^ 
Attention trill focus first on the general aspects of the subject a^d 
then shift to matters pertaining specifically to the urban and rural 
populations. The numbers and proportiona of those 65 and over for the . 
male, female, and total populations for' each county , are contained in 
Table 5. In further elaboration, Table S presents data shox/ing the o 
selective importance of aged persons in the various counties along 
TTith other factys important in this analysis. This tabulation gives 
the following information for each of the 100 coulkies in North Carolina: 

(1) The rank of all counties listed according to the 
relative. importenBe o£ the aged in the total population; 

(2) the percentage of Inhabitants over the age of ^65 at the 
time of the 1970 census; . 

(3) total population in 19704 . 

(4) the percentage of population classified as urban in 
1970; and ^ 

(5) the percentage increase or decrease in tot^l population 
betueen 1930 and 1970. 

A number of observations may be made based on the data presented 

in Table 5. It is readily apparent that females outnumber niales both 

absolutely and relatively. That is, there X7ere 170, (J31 males 65 and 

over, representing 6,G*percef{t of the total male population as compared 

0 

t?ith 244,218 females of similar age representing 9.4 percent of the total 
female population. This difference is probably acpounted for by the 
greater in-migration of females as x*ell as by loiter mortality of 
females. With the exception of Graham county, the pattern of females 



outnutabeiring males, prevails in each of the counties iri tile state, ^ In 
Graham county, male£5 6^ and ever ei^ceed females, but the difference is 
ncgligiblej 359 versus 353, respectively • It is also interesting 
to note that in the eight largest counties (Buncombe ^ CuEiberland, Durhaii., 
Fors:^^th5 Gaston^ Guilxor^ii, Mecklenburg, andMIake) , although the numerical 

difference bett7een iBales and females holds, the proportion of both males 

ii'' 

and fec!|iles is snialler than that of the state as a t?hole e^xcept foij^^ 
jbncombe county. In the' eiglit smallest counties, (Camden, Glay^ 
Currituck J Dare, Graham^ Hyde, Stjaiu, and Tyrrell), Wjever^ the 
proportions of tnalec and females exceeds the figure ^ for the state. 

Close inspection o£ the data presented in Table 6 reveals that 
the highest proportions of the elderiy are located in counties that are 
slightly populated^ totally rural ^ and undercoxng depopulation. Also, \ 
as tjrill be shOtm later, many of these counties are on the receiving 
en?^ of substantial streanis of migrants uho are 65 and over. The highest 
pek-centages^of the aged are in P^k^ t'lac'on, Alleghany^ Clay, Henderson, 
Perquiuians, Madisonv Tyrrell, Eyd^^^ and Dare comties, listed in 
descending order. Of these,, all ertcept Henderson are e::clusively 
rural J nope of them e::cept Henderson had as mam?' as 17,000 inhabitants 
in 1970, and half had e::perienced losses of popula^^ion in the 1960 to 
1970 decade (Clay.; Hyde, iladison, Perqu|.mans, and Tyrrell), la 
addition^ seven of these c>3unties (Alleghany, Dare, Henderson, Macon, 
l-ladison, Polk,^ and Perr4uimens) ^jere- in the group of -S4 tjhich had . 
experienced- a net in-migration of elderly during, the 1960-1970 decade. 

The ten counties having the lo"7<!iSt proportions of the aged" are 
0ns lot;, Cumberland, Craven, Greene , ilecklenburg, Orange, tiake, Hoke, 
IJaynej, arid Caldt;ell in ascending order* It is interesting to note 



1,1 



that these counties represent a di^»erse group based on the character- 
istics presented in Table 6, hovrever , ,-«oiae similarities do exist. - The 
majority have populations above 50,00t> inhabitants, are urbafa, 
csperieaced a gain in population a a net in-migration of elderly 
persons during the decade of the^gir.ties. Greene county is the most 
notable exception. This particular county is exclusively rural, has 
under 15,000 iniiabitants, and experienced depopulation and a net out- 
taigratioti during the decade und|r consideration. It xjould seem 
reasonable to conclude that Greene county is losing population due to 
net out-misration t'rota all. parts of the a^-e structure. In addition, 
the high ranlcing of three^counties — Craven, Onslow and Cuiaberland - 
with regard to the l<m jjerfentages of the elderly in their population 
is largely a function of the military personnel located within theit 
boundariea. 
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TABUS 3* BIUtlBER AND PERCEHT OF PERSOHS AGED 65 AND OVER IIJ 
NORTH CAROUNA BY SEX, 1970 



State and 
Counties 



Pfer^ons Aged 
65 and Over 
Number .Percent 
i of Total 
Population 



llales Aged 
65 and Over 



Kumber 



Pecceat 
Total Male 
Population 



Females Aged 
65 and Over ^ 
Ktimbar Percent 

Total Fetn^l 
Population 



NORTH 
CAROLIM 

Alamance • 
Alexander 
Ajlegliany 
Anson 
Ashe 
Avery] 
]Seaufort 
Bertie 
^Bladen 
Brunswick 
Buncombe 
Burke 
Cabarrus 
Caldwell 
Camden 
Carteret 
Caswell 
Catax^ba 
Chatham 
Cherckee 
Chowan 
Clay 

Cleveland 
Columbus 
Crax^en 
Cumberland 
Currituck 
Dare 
Davidson 
Davie 
Duplin 
Durham 
Edgecombe 
forsyth 
'Franklin 
iGaston ^ 



414,249 


8.2 


170,031 


6.8 


244,218 


9.4 


* 7,648 


7.3 


3,079 


6.6 


4,569 


V » 2. 


1,640 


8.4 


693 


7.3 


947 


9.G 


1,156 


14.2 


> 504 


12.9 


652 


15.5 


2,718 


liL.6 


1,057 


9.4 


1,661 


13.6 


2,366 


12.1 


M97 


il.4 


1,269 


12.8, 


1,258 


9.9 


1 558 


e.s 


700 


11.1 


3,768 


10.5 


1,568 


9.i. 


2,200 


11.7 


2,136 


10.4 


92«- 


9.4' 


1,208 


11.3 


2,352 


8.9 


* 1,021 


7.9 


1,331 


9.8 


2,034 


8.4 


979 


8.1 


1^055 


8.7 


17,096 


11* G 


7,001 


10.2 


10,095 


13.31 


4,858 


8.0 


2,003 


6.8 


2,855 


9.2 


6,399 


3. 6 


2,548 


7.1 


3^,851 


9.9 - 


3,936 


6.9 


1,727 


6.2 


2,209 


7.6 


506- 


10.7 


275 


10.5 


311 


11.0 


2,912 


9.2 


1,255 


S.l 


1,657 


10.3 


1,709 


9.0 


759 


8.0 


950 


9.9 


6,423 


7.1 


2,529 


5.8 


3,894 


8 * 3 


2,752 


9.3 


1,179 


3.1 


1,573 


10.5 


1,940 


11.9 


892 


11.3 


1,048 


12.5 


1,12G 


10.5 


4G9 


8.9 


659 


12.0 


718 


13.9 


335 


13.3 


383 


14.4 


G,042 


8.3 


2,415 


'%.9 


3,627 


9.7 


3 J SIX 


" 1 

o * X 


1,597 


7.0 


2,244 


9.2 




5.9 


1,484 


4. 6 


2,198 


7.3 


7,068 


3.3 


2,892 


2.4 


M , 176 


4.5 


825 


11.8 


362 


10.4 . 


463' 


13 • ci» 


900 


12.9 


378 


11.1 


522 


14.5 


7,269 


7.6 


3,075 


0.5 


4,194 


8.6 


1,833 


10.0 


832 


" 9.'0 


1,051 


10.9 


3,293 


8.7 


1,387 


7.5 


1,911 


9.S 


10,917 


S.2 


4,242 


6.7 


6,675 


9.6\ 


4.327 




1,753 


7.0 


2,574 


9.4 


17,031 


7.9 


6,600 


6.5 


10,431 


9.2 


2,77G 


io.4 


1,141 


*j • <j 


1,633 . 


11.8 


11,131 


7.5 


4,447 


6.2 


6 , 684 


9.0 
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TABlE 5 (Continued) ' . 





Persons Aged 


liales Aged 


Females Aged 




65 and Over 


65 and Over 


65 and Over 




Number Percent 


Nuiaber Percent 


Number Percent 


State and 


of Total 


Totel Male 


Total Female 


^ Countie^* 


Population 


Pdpulatidn"^ 


Population 



GeLtes ^ 


969 


11.4. 


401 " 


9.4 


568 . 


13.3 


Gtaham 


712 


10.9 


359 


11.0 


353 


10.7 


Granville 


2,864 


' e.7 


1,182 


7.3 


1,682 


10. 1 


Greene 


962 


^6.4 


413 


5.6 


549 


7.2 


Guilford 


22,363 


7.7 


8,822 


6.5 


13,541 


8.9 


Halifax 


5,021 


9.3 


2,073 


£.0 


2,948 


10, 5^^ 


Hafhett 


3,932 


7.9 


1,566 


6.4 


2,366 


9 4 


Hayx^ood 


4,563 


10^9 


2,023 


10.0 


2,540 


11.9 


Henderson 


5,761 


13.5 


2,503 


12.2 


3^258 


14.6 


Hertford 


2,150 


9.1 


880 


7.8 


1,270 


10.4 


Hoke 


1,113 


6.8 


487 


5.9 


626 


7.7 


Syde 


719 


12.9 




10.9 


422 


14.8 


Iredell 


6,436 


8.9 


2,619 


7,5 


3,817 


10.2 


Jackson 


2,007 


9.3 


971 • 


9.0 


1,036 


9.6 


Jolinston 


5,350 


8.7 


2,182 


7.3 


3,168 


9.9 


Jones 


804 


S« 2 


* 358 


7.5 


446 


9.0 


Lee 


2,503 


8.2 


1,022 


6.9 


1,486, 


9*4 


Lenoir 


4,080 


7.4 


i,635 


i' 6.2 


2,445' 


8.4 


Lincoln 


2,713 


S.3 


1,167 


7.3 


1,546 


9.3 


licDouell 


2,&5(^ 


9.3 


1. 256 


8.5 


1,604 


10.2 


Macon 


2,262 ^ 


14.3 


l;079 


13.9 


l,lfi3 


14.7 


i-Iadison : 


2,097 


13.1 


934 


12,6 


1,113 


13.6 


llartin 


2,027 


8.2 


827 


6.9 


1,200 


9.4 


Ilecklenburg 


23,466 


6.6 


S,7A5 


5.2 


14,721 


7.9 


mtchell 


1,693 


12. 6 


777 


11.9 


916 


13.3, 


Ilontgomery 


2,000 


10.4 


821 


S.8 


1,179 


11.9 


Hoore 


4,223 


10. S 


1,797 


9'^ 6 


2 ,426 


11.9 


Nash ^ 


5,135 


8.7 


2 ,^122 


7.5 


3,016 


9.3 , 


New Hanover ^ 


6,965 


C.4 


2,685 


6.C 


4,280 


9.9 


Northampton 


2,393 


10.0 • 


998 


S.4 


1,395" 


11.5 


0ns lou 


2,322 


2.3 


1,027 


1.3 


1,295 


3.3 


Orange 


3,790^ 


6.6 


1,539 


5.1 


2 ,251 




Pamlico 


1,10G 


11.7 


48S 


10.7 


620 


12.7. 


Pasquotank 


2,592 


9.7 


1,036 


8.0 


1,556 


11.2 


Pender 


1,814 


10.0 


794 


G.9 " 


1,020 


11.1 


Perquimans 


1,099 


13.2 . 


499 


12.3 


500 


14.0 


Person 


2,227 


8.-6 


926 


7.3 


1,301 


9.8 


Pitt 


5,236 


7.1 


2,042 


5.0 


33 194 


0.3 


Polk 


1,893 


16.1 


793 


14.4 


1,100 


' 17.7 


Randolph 


6,020 


7.9 


2,574 


S.9 


3 5 446 


8.9 



TABLE 5 (Continued) 



State and 
Counties 



Pers6ns Aged ^ 
- 65 and Over 
Number Percent 
r of Total 
Populatiorji 



.20 



Males Aged 
65 and Ov^er 
number Percent 

Tottl Ifele 
Population 



Females^Aged 
65 and Over ^ 
Number Percent 

Total Female 
Population 



Richmond* . 
Robeson 


3,594 


9.0 


1,407 


7.3 


2,lo7 


iU. b 


6,1€4 


7 .-3 


2,534 


o«2 




ft "i 

O.J 


Rockingham 


6,716 


9.3 


2,769 


O A 




in =» 


Rowan 


8,951 


9.9 


3,765 


8*6 


5, loo 


11. <^ 


Rutherford 


5^065 


10,7 


2,081 








Sampson 


^ 4,105 


9.1 


1,760 




2,325 


iU. u 


Scotland 












7.9 


Stftnly 


3,8,67 


9.0 


1,593 


7.7 


' 2,274 


10.3 


Stokes 


2,262 


9.5 


1,016 


8.6 


1,246 


10.4 


Surry 


4,884 


9.5 


2,041 


8.2 


2,843 


10.7 


St/ain 


925 


11.8 


424 


10.8 


501 


12.7 


Transy3Lvania 


1,583 


S.O 


711 


7.2 


872 


8.8 


Tyrrell 


493 


13.0 


214 


11.6 


279 


14.2 


Union ^ 


4,428 


n It 
(J • X 


1,339 


6.9 


2,569 


- 9.3 


Vance 


3,125 


9*5 


1,206 


7.7 


1,919 


11.2 


Wake 


15,407 


6.7 


^ 5,909 


5.3 


9,498 


8.2 


Warren 


2,000-- 


12.7 


834 


10.9 


a, 166 


14.3 


Washington 


^1,116 


7.9 


" 507 


7.3 . 


609 


8.6 


Watauga 


1,979 


8.5 


890 


7.9 


1,089 


9.0^ 


Wayne 


5,815 


6.8 


2,346 


5.6 


3,469 


8.0 


Wilkes 


4,345 


8.8 


1,868 


7.7 


2,478 


9;^ 


Wilson 


4,6% 


8.2 


1,894 


6.9 


2,802 


9.4 


Yadkin 


2,493 


10.1 


1,099 


9.2 


1,394 


lliO 


Yancey 


1,492 


11* 8 


075 


10.8 


817 


12.3 
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JABLE 6. NORTH CAROUM COUUTIES RANKED BY mCEKT OP THE? POPUUTIOa 

AGBD 65 MJD OVER^tN. 1970, INCLUDING TOTAL POPUlillON, PERCEIIT 
MEAN, AND PERCENT CHAimE IN POPULATION BETl-ffiEN 1960 MD 19/0 



Percent G5 Total Percent Change 111 Total 
and Over ' Population Urban Population igeO-lglO 

County and Rank " Humber Percent 



1 


rOiiC 


1 A 1 . 

X U • X" 


11 7'5C 
XX ) / 




340 


3.0 


'I 


Macon 










5.7 


J* 


A 1 1 ctr i^l •a^^tF 

xx G g 1 i aiiy 


1^' 2 


8,134 




400 


5.2 


L 




13 9 


5 ] 180 




•346 


-6.3 


•=» 

V • 




13.5 


42,304 


„ 2S.0 


6 , 641 


13.4 


C-i 




1 3 2 - 


8,351 




-827 


-9.0 


7 


Milfl'f ©DTI 

X t> VIA 


13. 1 


~^ 16,003 




-1,214 


-7.1 


o 

o • 


X Y «> «^ C!. X 


13 0 


^3,806 




-714 


-15.8 


V « 




12.9 


5,571 ^ 




-194 


-3.4 


in 




12 9 


65995 




I5O6O 


17.9 


1 1 




12.7 


15,810 




-3,842 


-19.6 


12 


Illtchell 


12.6 


133447 




-459 


-3.3 


x^ • 


A <2tlll^ 


12.1 


19 3 571 


, 


-197 


-1.0 


14 




11.9 


15,330 


«» aw' 


-5 


0.0 


15 

x^ • 


L/V/OXU 


11.8 


8,835 





448 


5.3 


1(S 

XV • 




11.8 


12 629 




-1,379 


-9.8 


1 7 

X / • 




11. C 


6^976 




375 


5.7 


xt/ • 




11 R 


145.056 


52.3 


14,982 


Ills 


IQ 

X7 • 


pQtnl 4 r'li 

£ C*1HX X W 


11*7 


9 s467 




-383 


-3.9 


20, 




11.6 


488 


0 16.9 


. -1,474 


-5.9 


71 

^x • 




]1 4 

X X • *-r 


8 524 




-730 


-7.9 






ITs Q 

XU • J 


*^X 5 ^ 


97 9 


X J ^ ^ 


5.0 






10.9 


6,562 




130 


2.0 


24. 


Moore 


10*8 


39,048 


15.2 


613 


5.4 


25. 


Camden 


10.7 


5^453 




-145 


-2.6 


26. 


Rutherford 


10.7 


47,337 


30. 1 


2.246 


5.0 




Beaufort 


10.5 


35,980 


24.9 


-34 


-0.1 


28. 


Chowan 




10,764 


h':- . 3 


-965 


-3.2 


29. 


Ilontgomery 


10.4 


19,267 




359 


4.7 


30. 


Franlclin 


10.4 


... -26,820 


11.0 


-1,935 


-6.7 


31. 


Bertie 


10.4 


20,528 




-3,822 


-15.7 


32. 


Yadkin 


10. 1 


24,599 




1,795 


7.9 


33. 


Pender 


10. a. 


1.3,149 




-359 


-1,9 


34. 


Northampton 


10. 0 


24 ,,009 




-2,802 


-10.5 


35. 


Davie 


10.0 


Is , S55 


13.4 


2,127 


12.7 


36. 


Rotjan 


9.9 . 


90,035- 


42.1 


7,218 


8.7 


37. 


Avery ^ 


9.9 


12,655 




646 


5.4 




Pasquotank 


9.7 


26,824 


52.4 


1,194 


4.7 


39. 


Vance 


9.6 


32,691 


42 . 5 


f 689 


■ 2.2 


40. 


Surry 


9.5 


5 1 J 4 1'iJ^ 


25.0 


3,210 


6.7 



1} 
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TABll 6 (Continued) 



Percent 65 Total Percent Change in Total 
and Over Population Urban Population 1960->1970 

County and Rank Niamber Percent 



41. 


§tokes 


9.5 


23,782 




1,468 


6.6 


42. 


McDowell " 


9.3 


30,648 


30.6 


3,906 


14.6 


43. i 


Jackson 


9.3 


21,593 




3,813 


21.4 


44. 


Rockingham ^ 


9.3 


72,402 


44.7 


2,773 


4.0 


45. 


Halifax 


9.3 - 


53,084 


36. 5 


-5,072 


-8.6 


46. 


Ghathma Jl^ 


9.3 


29,554 


15.9 


2,769 


10.3 


47. 


Carteret 


9.2 


31,603 


27.2 


663 \ 


2.1 


48. 


Sampson 


9.1 


44,954 


15.9 


-3,059 


-6.4 


49. 


Hertford 


9.1 


23,529 


36.6 


811 


3.6 


50. 


Richmond 


9.0 


39,889 


33.4 


687 


1.8 


•51. 


Stanly 


9.0 


42,822 


26.0 


1,949 


4.8 


52. 


Casvjell 


9.0 


19,055 




-857 


-4,3 


53. 


IredeJLl 


8.9 


72,197 


44.2 


9,671 


15.5 


54. 


Bladen 


8.9 


26,477 


•••• 


-2,404 


-8.3 


55. 


Wilkes 


8.8 


49,524 


6.8 


4,255 


9.4 


56. 


iJash 


8.7 


59,122 


32.2 


-1,880 


-3.1 


57. 


Granville 


8.7 


32,762 


32.7 


-348 


-1.1 


58. 


Duplin 


8.7 


38,015 


14.9 


-2,255 


-5.6 


59. 


Johnston 


8.7 


61,737 


22.9 


-1,199 


-1.9 


60. 


Person 


8.6 


25,914 


20.7 


-480 


-1.8 


61. 


Cabarrus 


8.6 


74^629 


64.0 


6,492 


9.5 


62. 


Watauga 


8.5 


23,404 


37.4 


5,875 


33.5 


63. 


Alexander 


3.4 


19,466 




3,841 


24.6 


84. 


Brunstrlck 


G.4 


24,223 




3,945 


19.5 


65. 


New Hanover 


S * 4 


32,996 


69.5 


11,254 


15.7 


66. 


Lincoln 


8.3 


32,682 


16.2 


3,868 


13.4 


67.^ 


Cleveland 


8.3 


72,556 


34.0 


6,508 


9.9 


68. 


Edgecombe 


8.3 


52,341 


47.1 


-1,885 


-3.5 


69. 


Durham 


8.2 


132,681 


75.9 


20,686 


18 • 5 


70. 


Jones 


8.2 


9,779 




-1,226 


-11.1 


71. 


Lee 


8.2 


30,467 


38.5 


3,906 


14.7 


72. 


I'iartin 


o« 2 


24,730 


26.6 


-2,409 


-8.9 


73. 


Wilson 


8.2 


57,486 


51.1 


-230 


-0.4 


74. 


Union 


8.1 


54,714 


25.3 


10,044 


22.5 


75. 


Columbus 


8.1 


46,937 


8.9 


-2,036 


-4.2 


76. 


Burke 


8.0 


60,364 


28.5 


7,663 


14.5 


77. 


Transylx'ania 


8.0 


19 , 713 


26.6 


3,341 


20.4 


78. 


Alamance 


7.9 


96,362 


52.4 


10,668 


12.5 


79. 


Randolph 


7.9 


76,358 


30.2 


14,861 


24.2 


80. 


Forsyth 


7,9 


215,118 


68.8 


25,690 


13.6 


81. 


Washington 


7.9 


14,038 


34.0 


550 


4.1 


82. 


Harnett 


7.9 


49,667 


22.5 


1,431 


3.0 
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TABLE $ (Continued) 



Country and Rank 



Percent 65 
and Over 



Total 
Population 



Percent 
Urban 



Change in Total 
Population 1960>1970 



Number 



Percent 



oi. 


Guxixorci 


7 


9P.R fi4S 


76 3 


42.125 


17.1 


84* 


Davidson 


i • 0 




37 1 


16 * 134 


20.3 






7 5 


148,415 


60.3 


21,341 


16.8 


86. 


Lenoir 


7.4 


55,204 


45.0 


-72 


-0.1 


G7. 


Robeson 


7.3 


84,842 


27.3 


-426 


-4.8 


88. 


Cataxjba 


7.1 


90,873 


42.9 


17,682 


24.2 


89. 


Pitt 


7.1 


73,900 


50.0 


3,958 


5.7 


90. 


Scotland 


6.9 


26,929 


32.9 


1,7A6 


6.9 


91. 


Caldwell 


6.9 


56,699 


30.9 


7,147 ; 


14.4 


92. 


Wayne 


6.8 


85,408 


46.7 


3,349 


4.1 


93, 


Hoke 


6.8 


16,436 


19.3 


80 


0.5 


94, 


Hake 


6.7 


229,006 


69.6 


59,924 


35.4 


95. 


Orange 


6.6 


57,707 


50.3 


14,737 


I 34.3 


96. 


Mecklenbxirg 


6.6 


354,656 


79.6 


82,545 


30.3 


97. 


Greene 


6.4 


14,967 




-1,774 


-10.6 


98. 


Craven 


5.9 


62,554 


55.2 


3,78i 


6.4 


99. 


Cumberland 


3,3 


212,042 


76.1 


63,624 


42.9 


100. 


0ns loH 


2.3 


103,126 


57.5 


20,420 


24,7 
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The Distribution o£ tlie Aged in Urban Places 
of^ Morth Carolina Coilnties 

The materials in Tables 5 and 6, along with the data in Tables 7, 

Z, and 9, permit an examination of the urban distribution of the aged 

population in the various sections of the state. Also, these tables 

permit an analysis of how this distribution changes as the Size of 

I 

the largest center in the county increases. 

There were, in 1970 ^ thirty- four (34) counties in North Carolina 
in which there were no places having as many as 2,500 inhabitants. 
In fact, thirteen of these rural counties had total populations below 
10,000. Of these 34, all but one (Greene county) had higher proportions 
of the ased than the state average of G.2. Thus each contains far. 
more than its pro rata share of the stat:e's elderly. It is also 
interesting to note that nine out of the top ten having the highest 
picoportions of elderly are In this group oflstrictly rural counties. 

In 1970, there were eleven counties in North Carolina in vihich the 
largest center contained from 2,500 to 5,000 inhabitants. Thsrc x^as 
only one such center in eight of the eleven counties. Of the remaiaiag 
three counties, two had three centers bettjeen 2 ; SCO and 5,000 inhabitan; 
and one had two places in this size category. These eleven counties 
closely approximate the 34 exclusively rural counties in their basic 
patterns of social and econoiaic arrangements, e::cept that in each of 
them at least one of the trade and service centers had a population 
of not less than 2,500, but not more than 5,000. Moreover , in 8 out of 
11 counties, the urban center happens to be the county seat. In all of 
them, the rural population e::ceeds the urban population with the 
majtimum proportion of urban being found in Chowan county (44.3 percent) 



25. ; 

If - ,;' 

It is interestiug to note that of the 16 urban centers depicted in 
Table 7, .13 have higher percentages of aged than their respective 
counties. In these counties there is a rather strong tendency for 
elderly meiabers of the population tp be concentrated in the towns haying 
populations 2,500 to 5,000. In fact, in the case Q^f toims like 
WadesborOj Mocksville;, Marion, and Elkin, the evidence is rather 
startling. 

In 1970 J nineteen of Horth Carolina's counties fell in a category 
composed of those in ^jhich the largest center contained between 5,000 
and 10^000 inhabitants. This group is characterised by differentials // 

* . b 

essentially similar to those found in counties in trtiich places tdLtfi 
fro© 2,5p0 to 5^000 inhabitants made up the urban sector. As shov;fn 
in Table 8, T>yhere the population nuclei in various sections q^f^Tie 
state range from 5>00P to 10^,000, the aged part of the population is 

concentrated in such urban centers. Seven, i^f these Butner, Barlfer 

.f 
.( 

Heights, East Flat Rock, Tlilliasnston, Forest Gity^ Spindale^, andJBoone^ 

i 

are the only exceptions to the rule. In the remaining 27 centers^ the 
percentages of aged are higher than their respective counties. ? 

Fifteen of Horth Carolina's counties comprise the group tjhich in 
1970, had their largest centers in the 10/000 to 25,000 categoify. 
(See Table 9.) In alL <if these, the major cities tjlthout exception, 
and nearly all of ?^e smaHer cities and toms td^thin the respective 
counties, contained larger proportions of those 65 years of age and 
over than did the counties as a whole. Of the 37 urban places in 

this category, only seven had smaller proportions of aged than their 

/ 

respective counties. In this respect, these counties resembled the 

// 

counties with smaller urban places discussed in the preceding 

(mo 



paragraphs. That is, urban places up to 25,000 inhabitants in North 
Carolina contain move than their pro rata share of the state's elderly 
population. It is possible that some of these areas are receiving 
elderly migrants from outside the state, as will be shm^n later. 

In 1970. Horth Carolina had 21 counties in vhlch the largest 
denter contained 25,000 or more inhabitant*. Table 10 shows that 
these countids contained 61 urban places and of thes%only 38 had 
higher proportions of aged than their respective counties. When 
attention focuses on the 22 places mth 25,000 or over inhabitants, 
it is apparent that there are only 6 which do not have larger pro- ;' 
portions of the aged than their respective counties. Although these 
data generally conform to the pattern discussed above, it should be 
noted that this tendency is not nearly so pronounced in the counties 
xn which the largest center has a population of 25,000 or above. In 
these counties, the large cities contain the largest share of the 
elderly while the smaller urban places generally contain a lesser 
share. This situation is probably a function of the services available 
ittithe larger cities. It is in this regard also interesting to note 
that the differences in percentages between the county as a whole and 
the largest cui xd-thin its boundary for this group of counties tends 
to-be smaller than the differences observed in the counties in which 
the largest place was in a smaller size category. EfcX'ertheless, it 
would seem reasonable to conclude that the villages, totms and cities 
in the counties of Horth Carolina have a disproportionate number of 
the State's elderly. ^ . ' 
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TABLE 7. PERCENT OF PERSONS AGED 65 AND OVER IN COUNTIES WROSE IMGEST 
CENTER^ CONTAINED BETl'JEEN 2,500 and 5,000 INHABITANTS AND 
THE URBAN PLACES IN THE SAl^ COUNTIES, 1970 



Counties 



Urtean Places 



Name 



Percent 65 
and Over . 



Name 



Percent 65 
and Over 





4nson 


11*6 


tJadesboro 


17.2 


o 


Chatham 


9.3 ■" " / 


Slier City 


8.1 




Chowan 


10.5 


Edentoii 


11.8 




Coltimbus 


8 • 1 


Uhiteville 


10.0 




Davie 


10.0 


'" Mocksviile 


14.7 


<> 


Duplin^ 


3.7 


Mount Olive 
Vlallace 


10.7 
8.0 
9.9 




Franklin 


10.4 


Louisbyrjg 


10.5 




Hoke 


6.8 


Raeford 


8.1 




McDowell 


9.3 


Marion • 
West Marion 
East Marion - 
Clinchfield 


14.1 
8.4 

9.4 




Washington 


7.9 


Plj-mouth 






Wilkes 


3.^ * 


Horth Wilkesboro 
Elkin 


10.7 

11.3 



ERIC 



TABUS C. 



PERCarr OF PERSONS AGED 65 A^ID OVER IH COUl^TIES WHOSE lARGEST 
CENTERS COHTAIKED BETl-JEEH 5,000 and 10,000 IimABITAtrCS MVD ItJ 
THE URBAH PLACES IN THE SAiflJ COUNTIES, 1970 



County Urban Place 

ilaaie Percent Maae Percent 

u5 and Over ' 65 and Over 



Beaufort 


10,5 




^Jasliington 


11.9 


Carteret 


9.2 




Morehead City 
Beaufort 


11.4 
13.2 


Granville 


G.7 




Chcford 
Butner 


11.5 
3.1 


Harnett 

Li' 


7.9 




Uunn 
Er\7xn 


S.7 
10. S 


Hayi;ood 


10.9 


.J 


IJaynesville 
Catifcon* 


12.1 
13.3 


Henderson 


13:5 




Sender sonvi lie 
Barker Heights 
East Flat Rod; 


19.6 
13.0 
9.4 


Hertford 


9.1 




Ahorfcie 
iiurfreesboro 


10.7 
9.3 


Jdhnston 


S.7 




i 

SmitMield 

Selmf 

Claytpn 

1 


10.5 
10. C 

9.7 


Lincoln 


0.3 




Lincolnton 


10.5 


Martin 


0 • 




Hillxaiiistoii 


e.o 


Moore 


10. G 




Southern Pines 


13 . 0 


Person 






ilo::boro 


11.1 


aiclmiond 


9,0 




Rockingliaiii' 
Hasilet 

Eockirigliaia 


10.3 

13.6 
10.3 
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TABLE 0 (Continued) 



Name 



County 

Percent 



Urban Place 



Hame 



Percent 





65 and Over 

1 *l - 1 - -T - 




G5 and Over 


Rutherfotd 


10.7 


Forest City 
^ Spindale 

Rutherfordton 


9,4 - 
10.5 

^ 13,3 ^ 


Sampson 


J ■ 


Clinton 


10,7 


Scotland 


6.9 


Laurinburg 




Surry 


0 9.5- 


Mount Airy 

Elkin 

Toast 


11*7 
11.3 

^ 12.0 


Transylvania 


CO 


^ Brevard 




Watauga 


G« S 


Boone 


4.4 
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TABLE S. ESrXEKT OF PERSONS AGED G5 AilB OWZ IH COUKTIEG WHOSE lARGEST 
CEITJERS COOTAIiTED BETtJEEN 10,000 AI^D 25,000 INHABITMITG MID 
IH THE IE13AH PLAGES IN THE {^lE COUNTIES, 1970 



County 



Nasae 



Burke 



Catax;ba 



Cleveland 



Craven 



Halifa:: 

Iredell 

Lee 
Lenoir 

Pasquotanl: 



Percent 

05 and Over 



8.0 



6.9 



7.1 



O.J 



9.3 
8.9 

8.2 
7.4 

?; . 1 



I 



Urban Place 



Haae 



Percent 
65 and Ovei 



Hickory 


O* O 


Horgantou 


1 > 7 


" Loiisviexy 




Valdece 


9.0 


Leuoir 


o. y 


Hudson 


/* t 


Hicltory 




iletrton 




lixcliOry Lasu 


U* 


Lon£vie\7 ^ 


6.2 


Conover \^ 


7.4 


Shelby 


9.5 


Kin^ ' B 1 lount ain 


C' . ^ 


,llei7 Bern 


11.1 


Ciierry Poini: 




Havelock 




James City 


7]l 


itoanoke llapide 


. ^^ 


Enfield 


15.0 


Sco.::laad Heck 


12. C 


Statesyille 


10.1. 


iiooresville 


10.4 


iJest Ctatesvllle 


5.5 


GanSord 


S.O 


Kingston ,. 


.9.8 


La Grange 




Elir:abeth City 


' 12.5 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 
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Count!v 



^ Urban Pl^jCe 



Hame 



Robeson 



Rockinghaia 

Stanly . 
Union 



Vance 







Percent 


55 and* Over 




65 and C 


7.3 


Limberton 


0.6 




r.ed Sprincs 


10.3 




-Fairmont 


11.2 


9.3 * 


Eden 


10.5 




lleidsville 


10.5 




ilayodan 


> . 


9.0 


Alberniarle 


10. 3, 


G.l 


ilonroe 


10.0 




iJingate 


4.2 


9.6 


Henderson 


11.3 



r 
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TABIE 10. PERCENT OF PERSONS AGED 65 AITO OVER IN COPIES tniOSE L&RCSSST 
CENTERS CONTAINED 25 ,000 OR IDRE IHHABITMWS MO IH THE URBMI 
PLACES IN THE SAiiE COUNTIES, 19 70 



ITame 



Coiinty 



Percent 65 
and Over 



ITame 



Urban Place 



Percent 65 
and Ov^er 



Alanance 



Buncoiabe 
Cabarrus 

CuEiberland 

Davia;^ou 

Durham 



Edgecoabe 



Fors^fth 



Gaston 



7.9 

11.8 
8.6 



7* 6 

8.2 

3.3 
7.9 

7.5 



jljxxv xxngu on 


n 1 

U • X 


Grahaa 


9.4 


Morganton 


3.1 


u Jj^ u i V en 


6 ft 


Asheville 


14.6 


i:»xacu iioun&axii 




Kannapolis 


3.0 


woncorci 


XU « \j 


Uest Concord 


CO 


1^ ay <sr u Bvx X X e 




L . i>r agg 






1 ft 
X. o 


tlxgu Jtoxnu 


0 /* 


Xi6< ^xn^ u un 


«*» £» 

u» 


i iiuuia 3 V X X X € 


7 


uux uaiB 




LliapeX 113. XX 




Rocky iiount 


10.5 


Tarbord 


10.5 






Kerners'ville - 


7.5 


Gastonia 


2 


Horth Belmont 


c* 

1, ^" • r 


icing's l^lototara 


■■■ i^'i /' 

• 


Ghe'rryville 


^' « f 


Bessemer City 




Motint Holly 




Belmont 


S . ^'^ 


Dallas 




Gastonia Soutli 




Lo!7ell 





ERIC 
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TABIE 10 (Continued) 



County 



Hame 



Peifcent' S5 
and Over 



Guilford 



lleckieabtirg 



'0 



Hash 

Ilcx7 Hanover 
OnsloT7 



Orange 



Pitt 



Randolph 



Ilalte 



7.7 



* If 



7.1 



7.9 



9 . 9 



Urban Place 



Hanie 



Percent., £5 ■ 
and Over 



Greensboro 
High Toint 

Charlotte 
David£;oa 



iloc!:y iJbunt 



I Wilmington 

Ca^ip Lejetine 
Jacksonville 
Heu ?viver - " 
Geiger 

CIiai3el Hill 
Garrboro 

Greenville 
Faruiville 



High Point 
Asheboro 
Archdale 
Bal fours 

Kannapolis 
Saiisbur3r 
Spencer ... 

Raleigh ' 
Gary : 
Gar-ner 

Fuquay Variii^i 
IJake Forest 



— ir 

7.3 
9.4 



1^0.5 

i) 

10.1 

0.1 

3.0 

0.1 

4.4 
4.C 

ft. 5 
11.3 

9.4 
9.7 
7.0 
4.9 

G.O 
12.6 
16.3 

.7.3 



10.1 
11.4 



Uilsoa 



6.8 



8.2 



Golasboro 
Gejtiour Johnson 
ilount 0,1 iye 

tJilson 



C.7 
0.1 

10 . 7 

e.i 



ERIC 
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The Distribution of the A ged in Rural Areas 
of Horth Carolina Counties 

The aged portion oi Horth Carolina's rural population does. not 

appear to be any taore <ivenly distributed throughout the st^ite than is 

the aged population as a xihole. (See Table 11.) The particular 

counties or the state in which the persons aged C5 and over constitute 

high pr^ortions of the rural population tend to be those counties in 

^ Tjhich the aged maize up high proportions o£ the total population. 

Like^jisC:, the list o£ counties irith Ion proportions o2 a^:ed auidng the 

rural population tend to^be those in t/hicli the ac^^ constitute lo\7 

proportions of the population as a imole. ilacon, Clay^ and Polk are 

ertamples of the^former situation and Cumberland, Onslou?., and ''Sc.o viand 

are strilcing cases of the latter* 

I There appears to be a 'fetate-vjide teadeney for the'' rural- faria 

* I . 

areas to contain large proportions of the elderly* In fact, tjhen 
^ compared ' to other residence categories, ru,ral*£arm ranica highest , 
at 12*5 percent. £t the county le\*el^, roughly 30 Here helou the state 
^ average tjhile the remaining 70 x-iexe at or about that level* The ran^j.^:, 
ill percentages wOf the aged in the rural-farai areas of counties xi:2.\^ 
■Zvom a Ion of &.1 percent in Greene and Edgecoabe counties to a 
high of 2S.G percent in Gurritud: count;/. Hhen compared to the rural- , 
nonfarm populations in the count lee. the percentages o£ elder J^y 
classified as residing; in rural-fariti areas tjas equal to or exceeded the 
percenta^^fes in i^he nonfanii categories in 95 of the 100 counties. The 
fi^^e erceptions. ^mre 4\^ery;, Greene^ lialifa::-; I-lbore. and ITarren- 
counties. 
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TABLE 11. NUIBER MD PERCENT OF PERSONS AGED 65 A15D OVER IH 

HORTH CAROLINA CIASSIFIED BY RURAL RESIDEHCE, 1970 , 





Rural 


Rural-Farm 


Rural- 






Population 


Population 


.Population 




65 and Over 


65 


and O'^yer 


65 and Ovir 






Percent 




Percent 


<- 


Percent 


state and 




of Total 




oZ 




of Rural- 


Counties 


number 


Rural 


Humber 


Rural-Farm 


Humber 


ilorifann 


Horth 














Carolina 


23 1 ^ 03 1 


0 . 3 


40^,901 


12.5 


184, 130 


7. 6 


Alamance 


35545 


7.G 


605 


13.6 


2339 


7*1 


Alexander 


1^646 




SOo 


16.2 


1,340 


i • & 


Alleghany 


1,037 


11. 7 


450 


£1.0 


5£7 


11*3 


Anson 


2,037 


10.4 


19 S 


IS.O 


1-,S39 


M.l ^ 


Ashe 


2,367 


12.1 


l,i22 


17.3 


13 245 


9.5 


Avery 


1462 


10.0 


C7 


7.5 


1,175 


10. 2 


Beaufort 


2,695 


10. 0 


'■^5Cd , 


12.5 


2,115 


9*5 


Bertie 


2.093 


10.2 


0 0 
^I' V 0 


10.2 


1^595 


10.2 - 


Bladen 


2,290 


C.6 




13.0 


1,591 


7.5_ 


BrunstTick 


2 5 040 


8,4 


274 


10.2 


1;, 766 


y . 2 


Buiicoiabe 


6 5 644 


9.6 




13.7 


5,757 


9 • 2 


Burke 


2,931 




1&5 


21a 


2 , 766 


60 5 


Cabarrus 


2 159 


U.O 


rf 


21.1 


1,774 


7. 1 5 


Galdx^ell 


2^500 


6 . 4- 


113 


12.2 


2,395 


6.3 


Camden 


5G2 


^ 10.7 


G2 


19.0 


" 500 


10.0 


Carteret 


1,G55 


C.l 


180 


22.7 




7.5 


Caswell 


l,ol7 




539 


10*3 


1 0/u 




Cat at ?b a 


_3,221 


S . 2 


234 


IG ♦ 2 


2 - 937 


5.9 


Chatham 


"2,235 


S.O 


566 


15.0 


1 5 669 


7.9 


C^ierokee 


1,962 


12.0 


149 


19 . 7 . 






Chowan 


554 


" 9.2 


ISO 


16.0 


'394 


7.9 


Clay 


726 


14 !o 


116 


14.4 


" olO 


13.9 


Cleveland 


3 „ 769 


7.8 


401 


16.0 


^ ■ 3, 360 




Coluinbus 


3,379 


7.9 


1,043 


10.0 






Craven 


1,781 




353 


11,0 


1 y 4*^^* 


s.s 


Cumberland 


2,455 


4.9 


460 


12# 0 


1.995 


4 . 2 


Currituck 


' 845 


12.1 


110 


2G.6 


■ 735 


11.2 


Dare 


914 


13.1 


11 


13.3 


903 


13.1 


Davidson 


4,314 


7,2 


079 


17.2 


3,435 




Davie 


1,499 


9.2 


395 


17.5 


1, 103 




Duplin 


2 J 783 


8.7 


-941 


' 10. S 


1 345 


7.8 


Durham 


1,932 


&.1 


229 


. 11.0 


1 , 703 


5.S 


Edgecombe 


1,G97 


6.1 


311 


' 6.1 


1,3C6 




Forsyth 


4,531 


G.9 




19 . 2 






^ranldin 


2,4SG 


10.4 


79G 


10-3 


1 690 


10.4 














0 



TABIE 11. (Continued) 





Rural 


Rural-Far^n 


Sural 


-Elonfara 




Population 


Population 


Population 




35 


and Over 


S5 


and Over 


65 and 0\^er 






Percent 




Percent 






State and 




ol Total 








01 Kurax* 


Counties 


HuBiber 


Sural 


number 


Cural-'farifl 




i'jOiliX uaTo 


Gaston 


3,S34 


u . 7 




17.^ 






Gates 


955 


lle^ 


355 


20 . y 




>^ 'A^' 
0 * 


Graham 


712 


10.9 


155 








Granville 


13*7C 


9.0 


6o9 


9*9 


1 ^fici 




Greene 


967 




305 


'0.1 






Guilford 


5,020 




1 5 142 


17*0 






Halixar 




8.7 


459 


t> . ^ 




f'' 7 


Harnett 


2:,C30 


7*3 


7s^5 


11*2 




u . 3 


Haywood 


3,052 


10*1 


571 


15.2 




e- A 

y . ^> 


Henderson 


3,,C71 


12 « o 


270 








Hertford 


1 341 


8.7 


35C 


10.7 




u ft X 


Hoke 




6.5 


23 1 


1 0 * 0 






Hyde 


6G0 


12.2 


149 


17.0 




XX . w 


Iredell 


3 o41G 


8.5 


7S1 


20.5 


^ ^ u^j* 


/ . ^ 


Jackson 


2^,002 


3 . 


., 20i 


15* 2 




r* (''^^ 
0 . 


Johnston 


3, 85G 


S.l 


1^365 


10.8 




i> • X 


Jones 


855 


6.7 


193 


10.2 




A 


Lee 


1^449 


7.7 


205 


11. 


1 •'s A 




ienoir 


1 &79 


b.5 


516 


10. J 




« 'J 


Lincoln 


i 1/0 


7.9 




1.>.0 


X j ^^X 


7 


McDot/ell 


1,838 


U* 7 


90 


lu.O 


X y / ''^U 


t-t 


Macon 


2 250 


14. 3 


15o 


1<^:- , ^ 




I^'"- 2 


Hadi.aon - - 


1 , 105 


13u 


1 , 1'b 7 


13 . 




1 f n i^l 
X<J. zi* 


'Martin 


1,551 


■G.5 


■ ^r-b4 


y.5 


X ^, Uvj' / 


0 « 


Mecklenburg 


4,577 


'J . 4 


2iy 


12.5 






ilitchell 


1;674 




3^3 


17. o 


X . JXX 


X X . ^ J 


Montgomery 


1,9C7 


10 . 3 


127 


lo. 1 


1,360 


10,1 


Moore 


3 ,366 


10,2 


349 


10.1 


3 017 


10.2 


Nash 


3,23e 


C.l 




S.9 


2,373 


7 <^ 


He\7 Hanover 


1,61C 


6.3 


57 


22.5 




«*t 
» *^ 


Horthampton 


2 433 


10.1 




15.3 


2'OCI 


rti 


On slot? 


1 .819 


4U 


3C4 


13.1 


1,435 


3.5 


Grange 


2 571 


s.o 


521 


15.4 


2 ,050 


G.l 


Pamlico 


1,100 


11.6 


102 


1G.5 


"998 


11.2 


Pasquotenk 


788 


C.l 


164 


IS.O 




e ^, 


Pender 


1 ,S3S 


10.1 


3C4 


14 « 3 


1:,4S2 


5.4 


Perquiioans 


l-,093 


Ij. 1 


353 


19.7 


730 


11.2 


Pereon 


1,700 




.422 




1,27G 


C.l 


Pitt 


2 ,522 


■C) » V 


763 


/ . 


1,759 


6.5 




0 
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TABLE 11 (Continued) 





Rural 


Ilural^Farm 


lUiral-MonfaTfijii 




Population 


Population 


Population 




. 65 and Over 


65 and Ot^er 


_ _^ 65 and &^ex _ __ 




Percent 




Percerit 


State and 


of Total 


of 


of Rural « 


Counties 


Humber Rural 


number Rimal-Fara Mumber Moaf ars 



Polk 




1 S Q 








3.3 










X^^« ^ 




1 i 
1 ,L 










V ^3 


Xj VC^U 




tWJ la' \? W W i>A 
















■jf y *J JU**r 




nil 


1 n C4 

XU • 5? 




i ^ i 


i?ntt7an 

X%iV/ V/ C& 








X-^ « ^ 


V 5 XDiy 




Rutherford 


3 s 522 


10. s 


2CS 






1 f S 1 
XU » ^ 


Sampson 


3^301 




1,364 


11.4 


i;,937 


7.5 


Scotland 


1,059 


C ri 
J . U 


139 


7.2 


920 


3.7 


Stanly 


2,726 




275 


12. S 


2,451 


r.t *a 
O.J 


Stokes 




9.5 


1 3 123 


15.4 


1,125 


6.8 


Surry 


3^407 




920 


13.2 


2,487 


7.9 


Swain 


951 


12.1 


145 


22.9 


C06 


11.2 


Transylvania 


1.156 


8.0 


7e 


16.0 


1,080 


7 o 
/ . 


Tyrrell 


A 


12,3 


147 


17.6 


321 


10. s 


Union 


3,297 


O 1 
u. X 


SSI 


16. 2 


2,316 


6.7 


V:ince 


1 ^ 5C2 


8,4 


447 


10.4 


1,135 


7.8 




4.729 




1,232 


13.3 


3,497 


S.7 


Warren 


2,037 


12.9 


608 


12.0 


1,429 


13,3 


Washington 


706 


7.6 


196 


15.4 


510 


6.4 


Watauga 


1.504 


10. S 


594 


15 « 


990 


9.2 


Wa3me 


2,912 


6.4 


639 


7.5 


2,273 


6. 1 


Wilkes 


3,998 


8.7 


437 


10.6 


3,5(kl 


8.S 


Wilson 


1,988 


7.1 


551 


3,2 


1,437 


6.7 


Yadkin 


2,522 


10.3 - 


1 ,014 


IS. 2 


1,508 


7.9 


Yancey 


1,486 


11* ^ib 


552 


. 14.9 


934 


10.5 
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As might be expected, the data do indicate differences in the 
distribution of elderly males and females in the population of rural 
Horth Carolina. (See Table 12,) In the rural population of the state, 
females rather substantially outntiiaber males. The sex ratio in 1970 
%ms 7S.5 males per 100 females among all those aged £5 and over. As 
may be calculated from data presented in Table 9^ this ratio is 
highest (89.7) in the rural-farm portion of the rural population, and 
lowest (62.7) in the segment made up of persons living in places of 
IjOOO to 2 5 500 inhabitants. In the total rural-nonfarm population 
"the corresponding ratio is 75.1. 

At the county level, the majority of 'sex ratios for the rural 
elderly are in the 70 to 00 range, resulting in a degree of stability 
from county to county. The overall range in the state ims from 64.7 
in Hertford county to 101,7 in Graham^ tjith the latter being the only 
county in which the se:: ratio exceeded 100.0. 
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TABIE 12. RUUALj POPULATION AGED 65 AI'TB OVER IH NORTH GAROLIWA 
COUNTIES, BY SEX, 1970 



State and 


I 




Sl3^ 


State and 








Sex 


Counties 

1 — 




Females 


Ratio 


Counties 


ilales 


Females 


Ratic 


North 










Guilford 


,i 

2,280 


2 


,740 


C3.2 


Carolina 


lOl^oly 


129,412 


76. 


5 


Halifax 


1,322 


1 


,626 


SI. 3 


Alamance 




1,909 


CO. 


0 


Harnett 


1,162 


1 




69.7 


Alexander 




95o 


72, 




HaytTOod 


1 / i «"* 


1 


634 


C6. 3 


Alleghanj^ 


503 


o34 


79. 


3 


Henderson 


l,75u 


2 


115 


C3.0 


Anson 


e ^ 


1,, ICl 


72. 


5 


Hertford 


i 527 




G14 


^4.7 


Ashe 


1 J, 100 


1^2o7 


86. 


■S 


Hoke 


404 




475 


C5.1 


Avery 




702 


79. 


c 


Hyde 


279 




401 


69.6 


Beaufort 


1 lie 

I5 115 


I ^ 5v0 


70. 


G 


Iredell 


t ' /. ^A 


1, 


947 


75.4 


Bertie 


92u 


I5I07 


79. 


3 


Jackson 


959 


1, 


043 


91.9 


Bladen 


f> A A 


1 0 AA 

1^300 


7G. 




Johnston 


1'' C if> 

1,53^ 


2, 


265 


70.3 


Brunswick 


972 


l^OG^ 


91* 


0 


Jones 


' 394 




461 


85.5 


Buncombe 


3;, 040 


35596 


G4* 


c 


Lee 


o3C 




oil 


7G.7 


Burke 


1^311 


1. o20 


CO. 


9 


Lenoir 


750 




929 


CO. 7 


Cabarrus 


937 


1,222 


76, 


7 


Lincoln 


973 




197 


CI. 3 


Caldwell 


1 . 159 


1,349 


05 • 


S 


McDowell 


1 357 




901 


G7.4 


Camden 


2/1 




07. 


1 


Macon 


1 j,07o 


1 = 


174 


91.7 


Carteret 


*^ *^ 


1,029 


CO. 


*^ 


iladison 


: 905 


1, 


120 


C7.9 


Caswell 


72G 


CG9 


CI. 


0 


Martin 


ii G67 




A 


75.5 


Catawba 


1^379 


I ;> 042 


74. 




A4ecklenburg 


4.5905 


2, 


672 


71.3 


Chatham 


I5OI2 


1 z2j 


82. 


7 


Mitchell 


755 




919 


C2.2 


Cherokee 


G91 


1 AT> '1 
I3O7I 


83 . 


2 


Itontgomery 


844 


I, 


143 


73 • 8 


Chouan 


Z2J 




67, 


4 


Ifoore 


1 , 500 


hi 


C6S 


80.4 


Clay 


♦'I 

332 


394 


84. 


3 


Nash 


1,415 


i. 


S21 


77.7 


Cleveland 


1, u2Z 


2 147 


75. 


5 


ilei? Hanover 


/34 




SG4 


G3 . 0 


Columbus 


J A A ^ 
1, WO 


1,933 


74. 




Horthampton 


1,00G ' 


1. 


427 


70.5 


Craven 


•7 / 

/HO, 


15033 


72. 


4 


0ns lot; 


C35 




984 


o4.9 


Cumberland 


1j,0S5 


I5 J70 


79. 




Orange 




i; 


4G3 


73.4 


Currituck 




437 


73* 


5 


Pamlico 






617 


7o.3 


Dare 


374 


540 


69. 




Pasquotank 


353 




435 




Davidson 


1,904 


2^410 


79. 


0 


Pender 


791 


1. 


045 


75.7 


Davie 


677 






4 


Perquimans 


493 




600 




Duplin 


1,207 


1,579 


7c' ♦ 


4 


Person 


765 




935 


L.* 1 . »!j 


Durham 


y53 


^ 1.079 


79. 


1 


Pitt 


1,106 


1, 


416 


7G,1 


Edgecombe " 




939 


GO. 


7 


Polk 


709 




OCl 


73.0 


Fotsyth 




2, 603 


74. 


1 


Randolph 


I tt 0 


" 2 


357 


/ 0 . (J 


Franklin 


1,033 


1 449 


71. 


7 


Richmond 


SG9 


1^ 


243 


69 . 9 


Gaston 


l,7G9 


2 145 


r» ^ 
0^ • 


4 


Robeson 


1,720 






75.9 


Gates 


307 


5 GO 


GC . 


1 


Ilockingh'aiii 


1,447 


1:, 


067 


77. S 


Graham 


359 


353 


101. 


7 


RovTan 


2,03§ 




6C7 


7G.5 


Granville 




1.130 


75, 


0 


Rutherford 


1,4G7 


^> 


035 


73.1 


Greene 


426 


541 


/ «^ » 


7 


Sampson 


1,470 


I:. 


C31 


CO,. 3 



TABLE 12 (Continued) 



State and Sex 
« Counties Hales Females Ratio 



Scotland 


496 


563 


ijij • X 


Stanly 


1,1G2 


1,544 


76.6 


Stokes 


1,024 


1,229 


03 • 3 


Surry 


1,513 


1,894 


79. 9' 


Swain 


442 


509 


86. S 


Transylvania 


542 


614 


68.3 


Tjnrrell 


19C 


270 


73.3 


Union 


1,46G 


1,829 


• GO. 3 


Vance 


G93 


CG9 


7G.0 


Wake 


s?,003 


2,726 


- 73.5 


KTarren 


S71 


1,156 


74.7 


IJashington 


324 


3G2 


84. G 


Watauga, 


725 


G59 


64.4 


Wayne 


1,240 


1,672 


74.2 


Wilkes 


1,7S7 


2,231 


.79.2 


Wilson 




1,110 


79.1 


Yadlcin 


1,09^ . 


1.424 


77.1 


Yancey 


G73 


G13 


32. S 



1 



6i 



find 5 ^ 
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i'ilCRATIOH OF TliE AGED 

( 

There is a relative pat^ity if data which beai*3 directly on 
oigration, consequently most concluiiions often rely on infe|%tice from 

such materials as'lffeave been presented. Moreover, data pertaining to 

t 

the movements of elderly people from one county to another or from 
state to state areT lacking^ and most of t?hat ue have is based upon 
estimates, riost of these ^estimates are made by using the survival 
ratio method of measuring net mijiration. This method estimates 
hoxT many people from an earlier census t70uld be alive and living in the 
same place at the time of the nezzt census if there xjere no migration. 
This expected number of survivors is subtracted from the actual . 
census count dt the second census, and the difference is used as an 
estimate of the net number of migrants. The estimate of survivors 
is obtained by multiplying each age group of the original census by 
a survival ratio tjhich estimates xjhat proportion of the population of 
that agel group uould be^s&ll living at the date^ of the terminal 
census,,;, ^ " ^ 

Utilising this method;, estimates of the net inland out -migration 
of persons 65 and over at the time of the 1970 census ^?ere made for 
Horth Carolina and each county, ^'(See Table 13.) The estimates xjete 
made separately for males and fe^aales, because of the predominance of 
females in the elderly population and because of differences in the 
migratory behavior of men and tjomen. 



1 
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TABLE 13. E^TIllATED HET-iaCRATION OF PERSOHS AGED 65 MD OVER FOR 
HORTH CAROLINA COUiniEvS BETIEEN 19C0 AIID 1970, BY SEX-v 



' State Total Males ' I F eaales 

and Counties Humber Percent Kumber Percent Jllimber Percent 



North Carolina^ 


11^927 




4,759 


3.4 


7, Ibu 


1 


Alamance ^ 


445 


8. 1 


220 


9.4 


225 


7.1 


Alexander 


95 


7*0 


45 


7.S 


50 


7.5 


Alleghany 


122 


13.6 




16.7 


52 


10.8 


Anson 




/ .^f 




^. / 


1 tin 1?' 

IJU if 


It 0 

11* Z 


Ashe 


** 

6 


.3 


o»7 




-ul 


-5.0 


Avery 


-34 


-3.2 


-10 


-1.9 


-24 


-4.4 


Beaufort 


-27 


-.9 


-9 


-.7 




-1.1 


Bertie 




-9.2 


-21 


-2*4 


-15:;^ 


-Is ♦ 7 


Bladen 


-93 


-4. 7 




-5 . i 


-^■2 




Brunsx;ick 




li . G 


14J 


19.2 


etc 

55 


7. / 


Buncombe 


1^227 


9.4 


^>ol 


((*» "5 
O.J 




10. J 


Burjke 




— 3 • 




— . 


-9J 




Cabarrus 








/. 4 


1 1 f-'> 
llc^ 




Caldtjell 


23 








-29 


-1« o 


Camden 










- 


i 7 
-U . / 


Carteret 




10. u 


liy 


12. 1 




o. 1 


Casx/ell 


-23 




-29 


*4.2 


1 


. 1 


Catawba 


- A t.'^ 


y . J 


10 i 


5.0 




12* / 


■ Chatham 


-i 




ita 


1.5 


-17 


*1.^ 


Cherokee 


32 


X « > 


4J 


5.1 


-11 


^1. J 


Chowan 




r $ 




«2. 1 




*<i9 * 9 


Clay 




1 Til 










Cleveland 


55 


. / 


i^ 


. 6 


wl 


**. 


Columbus ^ 


«115 


-3.7 


-73 


^-5.2 


-40 


-2.4 


Craven 


-210 


-6.9 




-8.5 


-101 


-5.7 


Cumberland 


412 


3.3 


' 193 


9.2 


214 


7.6 


Currituck 




' ,9 




-1.0 


12 


3.6 


Dare 


104 


1&.3 


33 


10. o 


71 


- 21.5 


Davidson 


600 


11. y 




U ."1 


307 


10.9 


Davie 




5.5 


so 


7.0 


32 


4ol 


Duplin 


-172 


-&.3 


-59 


-4.9 


-113 


-7.4 


Durham 


533 


7.1 


205 




32S 


7.4 


Edgecombe 


-270 


-7.9 


-37 


-4.0 


-213 


-10.3 


Forsyfeh 


3S1 


3.3 


2o 


. b 


353 


5 , 2 


Franklin 


-5 






-2.0 


23 ■ 




Gaston 


G07 


O. i 


167 


5.2 


440 


10.3 


..^ Gates 




-6.5 


-30 


-7.3 


„■ -28 


-5.9 


Grahani 


86 


17.5 


57. 


22.1 




12.4 


Granville 


^ -403 


•^17.1 


-171 


-14.3 


-29? 


-19.3 


Greene 


*101 


** 13 ♦ G 


-40 


-11.7 


-61 


-15.5 


Guilford 


1,495 


9.9 


398 


6.3 


l-i097 


12.7 




4i 



TABLE 13 (^cJj:itinued) 



State 


Total 




•Males 


' Females 


and Counties 


Ntimber 


Percent " 


Number 


Percent 


IJutaber 


Percent 


Halifax 


-2G 


-.7 0 


*> 

5' 


.3 


-31 


-1.4 


Harnett 


-231 


-7.1 


-189 


-12.6 


-42 


-2.4 


Haytwod 


492 


15.0 


261 


16.3 


231 


13.4 


Henderson 


1,020 




534 


26.8 


4G6 


21.3 


Hertford 


215 


13] 7 


70 


9.G 


145 


16. 9 


Hoke 


-S5 


-8.7 


-23 


-5.0 


-62 


-12.0 


Hyde 


-80 


-10.7 


-24 


-7.1 




-13.5 


Iredell 


325 


t). & 


131 


6.0 


194 


7.1 


Jadtson 


37 


2.2 


56 


C.4 


-19 


-2°.4 


Johnston 


-378 


-u. 0 


-197 


-9.S 


-181 


-7.6 


Jones 


-50 


-7.4 


° -15 


-4.5 


-35 


-10,1 




257 


14.4 


76. 


9.4 • 


181 


1C.6 


■Lenoir 


2 


.1 


28 


2.3 


-26 


» -1.6 


Lincoln 


-26 


-1.2 


46 


"4.7 


-72 


CI O 


McDowell 


267 


13.2 


. 141 


14.6 


126 


12.6 


Macon 


357 


•90 


213' 


26.9 


144 


17. 3 


lladison 


105 1 


6.2-. 


120 


14. S 


-14 




Uartin 


-154 


-9.3 


-98 


-12. G 


-56 




Ilecklenburg 


1,810 


11.6 


•334 


5.3 


1,476 


15.9 


Ilitchcll 


191 


15.5 


102 


16. 7 


89 


' 14.3 


liontgoinery 


102 


6.7 


38 


5.4 


64 


7. C 


Moore 


345 


10. G 


20? 


14.7 


138 


7-7 


Hash 


-143 


-3.5 


> -87 


-4.7 


-56 


-2*5 


Hew Hanover 


-76 


-1.4 


-45 


-2.0 


-31 


-l.O 


Horthampton 


-130 


-6.4 


^37 


-3.9 


-101 


-G.3 


Onslox? 


110 


7.3 


81 


11.1 


37 


4.2 


Orange 


53G 


20.3 


208 


17.7 


- 328 


22.4 


Pamlico 


39 


4.4 


24 


5.7 


15 




Pasqubtanl: 


03 


4.1 


-7 


• 0 


90 


G. 3 


,^ender 


■ -16 


-l.l 


-2 


-.3 


-14 


«-l. s 


Perquiaians 


21 


z« ^ 


44 


10.7 


-23 


-4.5 


Person 


-75 


-4. 1 


-50 


-5.9 


-.15 




Pitt 


-259 


"6. 2 




-7.5 


-127 


-5.3 


Polk 


340 


24.9 


170 




170 




Randolph 


594 


14.1 


260 


13.4 


334 


14 . 6 


Richmond 


-115 


-4;1 


-94 


-7f6 


-21 


-1.3 


Robeson 


-377 


-7.3 


-118 


••5 • A 


''' -259 




Rockinghaia 


50 


1.0 


11 


.5 


39 


1.4 


Rouan 


503 


7.6 


252 


8.5 


251 


' 6.9 


Rutherford 


127 


'3*2 


"55 


3,2 
-4I2 


72 


3.3 


Sampson 


-201 




-67 


-134 


-7.4 


Scotland 


-125 


-0.0 


' -j63 


-^.4 




-7.0 



0 
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TABLE 13 (Continued) 

and Counties Humber Percent Hujspber Percent Humber Percent 



Stanly 


-39 


-1.3 


-19 


-1.4 


> "20 


-1.3 


Stokes 


44 


2.4 ^ 


50 


5.G 


-6 


-.6 


Surry 


170 


4.5 


90 


5.2 


SO, 


3.9 


Strain 


-3 


-.4 


6 


1.4 


-9 


-2.3 


Transylvania 


8C 


7.4 


SO 




3C 


6.1 


Tyrrell 


-27 


-3.9 


-15 


-7.0 


-12 


-5.0 


Union 


309 


9.5 


151 


10.1 


15G 


9.0 


Vance 


-54 




-20 


-1.9 


74 


5.2 


Walte 


921 


6.4 


186 


4.0 


. 735 


11.6 


Warren 


-109 


-6.0 


. -49 


-5.9 




-6.2 


yashington 


-69 


-7.6 


-12 




-57 


-11.9 


Watauga 


115 


7.5 


91 


12.5 


24 


■ 3.0 


Wayne 


-396 


-8.4 


-157 


-7.S 


-239 


-8.9 


Wilkes ^ 


77 


2.2 


72 


4.3 


5, 


.3 


Uilson ' 


-234 


-6.4 




-5.7 


-145 


-7.0 


Yadkin ' 


122 


6,5 


67 


7.7 


55 


5.4 


Yancey 


-45 


-3.3 


-21 


-3 . 1 




-3, 5. 


The county 


estiiaatp 


e do not 


add to the 


totals 


for the 


state 



due to rounding error. 



ft 
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Oa jrhe basis o£ these estimates, it appears that the aged 
population in North Carolina was nearly 12,000, or 4 percent larger 
in 1970 than vouid have been the case had there been no migration 
during the ten years pi^eceding the 1970 census. The estimate for the 
decade 1950 to 190O indieaces that the state's popu:|ation 65 and over 
x/as 2.6 percent (5,859) largc^r than tv^ould have been thf case had there 
been no exchange of those in or near retirement* For the 1940 to 1950 
period, the gain of those of comparable ag^s was 2.2 percent (3,448). 
It is apparent that the state has been gaining persons above 65 years 
of age absolutely and relAtively over the last several decades. 

As a result of migtatjLon, roughly the same number of counties in 
the state gained and lost persons tiho figured in the aged population 
in 1970 during the decade under consideration, the exact numbers being 
46 in which the net migration was ax^ay from the county in comparison 
with 54 in which it was to th^ county • It should be nated at this 
point that in. a large share of the counties the numbers involved are 
too small to be significants con^quently^ conclusions must be viev;ed 
as tentative. Nevertheless, there t^ere 22 counties in which the aged 
populatioii was reduced by more than 100 as a result of net out-migration 
between 1960 and 1970^ and 35 in which it was increased by as many -as 
100 |)y net in-iaigration. In fact^ 11 counties e::perienced a net gain 
due to in-migration of more than 500 persons (^5 years of age and over. 

i! 

These were: ^ „ 

Buncombe 1^227 Henderson 1,020 

Bavid^son « SOO Mecklenburg 1,310 

^ Durham 533 Orange 53.G 

Gaston 607 Randolph 594 

Guilford 1,495 Rowan 503 

Wake 921 

Most of these counties have rather substantial urban populationi;;. 
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The counties experiencing the greatest net loss due to out-migratioxi 



were: 



i: 



Craven -210. Montgomery -582 

' Edgecombe -270 Pitt -259 

Granville -433 Robeson -377 

Harnett' -231 - Sampson -201 

Iredell- -325 Wayne -296 

Johnston -378 Wilson -234 

The majority of these counties have rather substantial rural populations. 
It ndght be mentioned that Montgomex-y county is the only strictly rural 
county in this group* 

It should also be noted that of the counties having net gains of ^ 
10.0 percent or above, 8 are located in the western part 8f the state , 



6 are in the Piedmont, and 4 are^locat^ed in the eastern region. Of the 
4 in the eastern region, 3 are along the coast — Dare, .Carteret, and 
Brunswick counties. / ^ ? 

The date presented in Table 13 demonstrate that during the last 
decade females 65 and over migrated into the state in larger numbers 
and at a higher rate than mal^s of a compAable a^. The net gain of 
males was 4^,759 » or 3^4 percent and of females 7,168, or 4»1 percent. - 
This same sex differential has prevailed over the last several decades. 

There are a number of cases in xilaich a substantial net movement 

of elderly males to a county, during the period 1960 to 1970, was 

accompanied by a considerable net' migration of elderly females in the 

opposite direct io^. One may note in this connection the data for 

Chatham, Jackson^, Linculn, iladisott^ Ferquiaaas^ and btokes comities. 

• - _- 

Only in Currituck an^ Pa^^quotank, hot^ever, was a substantial movement 
of elderly females to the county accompanied by a migration of elderly 
maleS' in the opposite dir.ectioii. It should be indicated, nevertheless, 

that the dominant pattern v;as one in which the movement in and out of 

// 

males and females was parallel. 



SUMMARY 



TH^ laajor findings of . this report are as| follows: ^ 

(1) Nortft Carolina contains smaller proportions of the aged than the 

" ^ !l 

nation as a #iole* In 1970, North Carolina had 8.2 percent aged 
^, 65 and over, while the United States had 9.9 percent. In other 
words. North Carolina had 83 percent of its pro rata share o^ the 
aged population of the nation. ^ 

(2) North Carolina belongs in a group of 31 states in ^';hich the rural 
population contains a higher proportion of those aged 65 an| over 
than does the urban. It should be^ noted ^ hox^ever, that the 

' percentages in North Carolina are similar — urban, S.O percent 
and rural, 8.3 percent. ^ - 

(3) The aging of the pdpulation^in North Carolina has consistently 
lagged behind that of the United States. In 1970^ one out of 
every tv;elve persons, in the total population of the state was 

above 65 years of age., in comparison) with one in every ten in 

I 

the United States as a whole. 

(4) In 1970 there xjere 34 counties in North Carolina in which there 
were no centers having as many as 2^^500 persons. These strictly 
rural counties have higher proportions of the aged than the 
state average of 3.2 percent ^ with the exception of Greene county 

(5) The proportions of the aged in the< urban sectors of counties in 
xvfeich jfthe largest place has less than 25^^000 inhabitants--run 
higher than their respective counties. That is, the aged tend 
to be concentrated in all the urban centers of these counties in 
which the largest place is between 2,500 - 4, 999,. 5, 000 - 9,999, 
10,000 24,999. 



(G) The proportions of the aged in the urban sectors of counties in 

which the largest place has more than 25 ,000 persons varies. Th:^ 

i ' , , ■ 

proportion of the aged in the cities of 25,000 or jnore in these 

, o counties tends to be higher than their respective counties v;hile 
♦ 

the proportion of elderly in urban places below 25,000 in these 
counties tenjis to be lotjer. ^ 
(7) In both the United Staltes.and North Carolina there is a> itrong 
tendency for places of 1,000 to 2,500 to contain the largest 

proportions 9, j^nd the urban fringes the lowest proportions of aged 

I 

people. The general tendency is for old people to concentifate in 

0 

small population centers and to shun the fringes "of urbanized 
areas • 

(o),, The proportion of elderly is lot;est in the rural-nonfarm territory 
of North qiralina and tn the urban areas of the United States ^ 
intermediate in urban areas In Horth Carolina and rural-nonfarm 
areas of the United States, and highest of all on the far&s in 
both Horth Carolina and the United States as a uhole. 

(9) Feaiale elderly shot? a greater tendency than men to concentrate 

If - I 

' in small place'^s in both Horth Carolina and the United States • 

Elderly men avoid the urban frin^ie areas to a greater er-rtent than 
elderly viomen. \y 
(10) Within Horth Carolina , aged imaale^ outnumber males in the ^rural " 
population. Theire \7ere 78 sales for e^ry 100 females in the 
rural sector* This pattern tms more., evident in the urban population 
lAere there ^^ere 60 mzles per 100 fesiales* In the farm population 
the rat'io tms 90 laales per 100 feinales and in the ncnfarm population 
the ratio vias 75. 
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(11) North Carolina expevhmced a uet gain'of nearly 12 000 pldc-rljr as 
a result of migration during the 1960-1970 decade* This increase 
xms not equally distributed -among the counties roughly the sam 
number of North Carolina's counties gained and lost elderly people. 

(12) During the 19S0-1970 decade, females 65 and over, migrated iiito 
North Carolina in larger numbers and at a higher rate than males 
of a comparable age, tJithin the state/ there Tzere six counties 
in which a substantial net taovement of elderly males to a eounty 
was accompanied by a net migration of elderly females in the 
opposite direction ^ and only tt?o counties iu mich the re\^erse 
T/as true. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

It becomes apparent after reviewing the results of this report that 
the aging of Horth Cardinals population xvdll continue* llith declinim 
fertility and continuing in-ndgration of persons 65 and over, the process? o 
of aging is likely to accelerate* This situation could intensify many 
social 5 organi2:ational, and scvernmental problems. Among the potential 
problems are the increased demand for public service;^ as tjell as a 
change In demands for tj^pe^ of services associated mth this^ pattern* 
Moreover , there may arise a problem of providing an adequate system of 
services due to the varying location of elderly throughout the state* 
This, of coujfise^ would require effective planning in both the public 
and private sectors* 

Ho\?ever, the maturing of Borth Carolina's population certainly is 
not a cause for alaria* In fact., this situation may be viewd as 
favorable in the sense that a sizable proportion of persons 65 and over 
my add to the intellectual and material \7ealth of the state* In 
addition, it t?ould seem reasonable that a maturing and/or aging 
population would be more efficient and possibly richer in cultural 
i^esources than a younger and/or more imniature population. 

This does not imply that adjustments tjill not be necessary* The 
labor market as t/ell as the g^g-neral outlook of communities may e^^entually 
have to adapt to a progressively aging population. It -uould seem safe 
to assume., however,, that future changes in the age structure of the 
state will tend to improve the efficiency of its population by diminisbln:j. 
the ^,l3e of childhood dependency ..problems and by increasing its productive 
capacities. " " ' 



